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"LIVESTOCK GRAZING AND WILDERNESS:

A SURVEY OF USER ATTITUDES

The use of America's western rangelands has changed dramatically over
time.

For example, when early trappers and pioneers entered this area they

were used primari 1y by American natives.

Later they were used almost

exclusively as a source of feed for domestic livestock.

Some land where

sufficient water was available was converted to other forms of agricultural
production.

Since the early 1940's, however, many of these lands have

hecome sites that are used extensively for recreational activities (e.g.
hunting, fishing, site seeing).
Several authors (e.g. Godfrey 1982) have shown that the use of lands
administered by the Forest Service (FS) and Bureau of Land Managment
(BlM)--the two primary agencies that administer federally owned lands in
Am.erica--has not been uniform over time.
1 and s for

For example, the use of these

c o-mm e r cia 1 p u rp 0 s e s (g r a z i n g, tim b e r, min i ng) has

g en era 1 1 y

decl ined over time whi le recreational use -has increased dramatically during
the

1 ast two decades.

Most of these changes are the resu 1 t

of an

increasingly affluent popul ation, but they have caused some management
problems.
In an effort to eliminate uses that were viewed as being undesirable,
preservationists compaigned heavily for a wilderness preservation system.
As a result, the Wilderness Act of 1964 was

pa~sed

which provided a means

whereby some uses of these areas were legislatively eliminated.

In

addition, it provided a means whereby areas could be added to the system
over time.

For exampl e, 30,088

acres, in Utah, that are administered by

the Forest Service have been designated as wilderness areas.

In addition,

77,593 acres have been proposed by the Forest Service to be added to the
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wilderness system while 141,886 acres are also being studied for possible
inclusion in the system in Utah.

Similarly, the BlM has designated 2.0

mil lion acres as study areas that may also be designated wilderness areas.
If all of these 1 ands were designated as wi 1derness areas,

numerous

1 ivestock operators in Utah and the avai lab1 i 1 ity of approximately 275
thousand AUM's of use could be affected (unpublished agency reports).

As a

result, 1 ivestockmen in Utah have expressed fear that the use of these
areas may be in jeopardy.

RESULTS
In and effort to obtain some information concerning user attitudes and
perceptions of use in wilderness areas, a survey was sent (see Appendix A)
to all Dperators hav i ng permi ts to graze Fores t Serv ice or BL ·M 1 ands in
Utah during the fall of 1982.

Another questionnaire (see Appendix B) was

a 1 so sent to 1. i v es tock operat ions who had permi ts to graze in des i gn ated
.~

wilderness in Region 4 of the Forest Service during the spring of 1983--no
livestock grazing exists in the only designated wilderness area {Lone Peak)
in Utah.
The two questionnaires noted above were designed to obtain different
sets of information.

The first was designed to obtain information on what

livestock permittees thought would happen if lands they were permitted to
graze were des i gnated as a wi 1 derness area.

As such these data represent

before the fact, ex ante or expected impacts.

The second questionnaire was

sent to those who were us i ng

a wi 1 derness

area.

These responses,

therefore, reflect what has happend (ex post) or historic impacts.

Utah Study
Approximately 2400 questionnaires were sent to livestock producers who
had permits to graze BLM or FS lands in Utah during 1981-82.

A fairly

large, but unknown, number of these permittees own permits on more than BLM
district and/or forest.

As a result, a portion of these operators received

more than one questionnaire--no data is available that can be used to
identify the number of separate individuals or firms who own grazing
permi ts.

Approx imate 1y one fourth of the quest i onna i res sent were

returned--this probably represents more than 1/3 of the permitees as a
result of the duplication noted above. 1 This represents a fairly typical
response rate to mai led questi -o nnaires.

It is not known how biased the

sample may be, but some indication is suggested in the fo1 lowing data.
Respondent Characteristics
Some indication of the relative response can be obtained by comparing
.-.

the permitted AUM's of use on public lands versus the AUM's of those
responding to the questionnaire.

Table 1 shows the number of AUM's of use

that were permitte-d on BLM, Forest Service, and State 1 ands during 1980.
The amount of use by those responding to the questionnaire was estimated in
the fo1 lowing way.

The number of cows grazed by each respondent was

multiplied by 12 (number of AUM's required per cow).

This result was then

multiplied by the percentage of forage reported by each operator obtained
from each of the particular forage sourc.es (see question 2 on the
questionnaire, Appendix A).
state.

These amounts were then summarized for the

It should be noted that this procedure under estimates the amount

1Some individuals returned more than one completed questionnaire.
Whenever duplicate reponses from an operator could be identified, only one
of the questionnaires was tabulated and used in the study.
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of forage obtained because it does not include forage removed by bulls,
rep 1 acement

stock,

horses,

etc.

The resultant AUM's

(above)

was,

therefore, multipl ied by 1.2 to reflect a cow to bull ratio of 20:1 and a
20% replacement rate.

The AUM's for sheep were similarly estimated by

mu 1 tip 1 yi ng the number of ewes by 2.4 (2.4 AUM I S per ewe per year) and the
resu 1 t by 1.25 (a 30% rep 1 acement rate for ewes was assumed).
above estimates,

the

results suggest that

a greater percentage of

respondents use BLM as opposed to Forest Service lands.
indication of this response is shown in table 2.
. j

"

-6i ven the

A further

These data indicate that

a relatively small portion of the operators (less than 20%) who own
livestock responded. 2

This does suggest, however, that a relatively large

portion of the range livestock operators

di~

respond.

These data also show

that the response rate was significant ly greater from those areas where
wilderness issues have been or are controversial--e.g., Wayne, 'Garfield,
Kdne, Summitt, Cache (sheep), and Uintah Counties.

O·perators in these

counties commonly use lands that are near either the

Uintah Mountains or

Canyonlands/Capitol Reef National Recreation Area(s).

This suggests that

concern over the designation of wilderness areas is likely to be more
important regionally than it is at the state level when viewed from a
livestock producers perspective.

It also suggests that the use of specific

areas (e.g., Mt. Naomi in Cache County, winter grazing 1 ands n.ear Lake
Powell) may be particularly important to some operators.

Therefore,

the

eva 1 uat i on of spec i fi c sites as potent i a 1 wi 1derness areas wi 1 1 need to
consider local as well as national issues.

------------------2The percentage for sheep and lambs understate the percent response.

The use
Utah.

0

f pub 1 i c 1and sis
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f ten c r i tic a 1 tor an gel i v est 0 c kme n i n

This is partially illustrated in figures 1-4.

These data indicate
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Percentage of feed obtained from various land ownerships in
Utah by responding Utah operators.

CJ

1~

o

@

5%

(Z) .;. 0';:';

STATE .

STATE

~

17%

f§ 17. 1 T ,;

01~/~

FOREST

cnOCCT

[IJ 34%

[IT! 37:
8U1

I

BLM
~

CATTLE

.\

.J . .... L.. .J .

m

43~;

PRIl)ATE

Figure 2.

1.

OTHER

OTHER

37:'~

38.39~·:

PPIl)ATE

SHEEP

Percentage of cattle
obtained fr'om various
land ownerships by
responding operators
in Utah.

Figure 3.
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of sheep
obtained from various
land ownerships by
responding operators
in Utah.
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Figure 4.

Percentage of feed obtained from various land ownerships by
all responding 1ivestock operatiors in Utah.

that forage from pri v ate 1y owned 1 ands represents the 1 argest source of
feed.

However, more than one-half of the feed used to produce the

livestock owned by respondents

comes from public lands.

these lands are important to these operators.

Therefore, use of

As a result, opinions of how

management will affect these operators needs to be considered before
changes in the use of Federally administered lands are implimented.
User Opinions of Wilderness Use
The des i gnat i on of wi 1derness areas is apparent 1y mi sunderstood by
many livestock producers.

For example, about 10 percent of the users

indicated that they currently had permits to graze in designated wilderness
areas, and 33 percent did not know if they used a wilderness are or not.
Of those who responded positively to this question, none had permits in
offi cia 1 1y des i gnated wi 1derness areas.

However, a 1arge port i on of these

operators probably had permits in areas that had been designated as either
wi 1d ern e s sst udy are a s (WS A) by BLM 0 r pro po sed wi 1d ern e s s are as by the
Forest Service.

This suggests either that some education of users is

needed and/or that these areas are being managed as if they had been
designated as wilderness areas.
Use of Wilderness Areas
The designation of an area as wilderness suggests that this use will
have priority whenever conflicts occur.

As a result, most of the ranchers

surveyed bel ieve that designation of a wi 1derness area wi 11 ne-gati vely
affect 1 i v es tock graz i ng - 60 percent be 1 i eve use wi 1 1 dec 1 i ne and 26
percent believe that livestock use in these areas will be eliminated--see
fi gure 5.
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5.

Percent of respondents who believe use of wilderness areas by
domestic livestock will change.

The Wi lderness Act clearly states that 1 ivestock grazing ". . . sha11
be permitted to continue [in wilderness areas] subject to reasonable
regu 1 at ions. .

" However, it is not clear whether these "regu 1 at i.ons" are

"reasonable."

One regulation is outlined in the Act--i.e., the us ·e of

"motorized .equipment" wi 11 generally not be permitted in these areas.

The

Act is equally clear in stating a pol icy that a "natural" -environment wi 11
be maintained.

As a result, many management practices (e.g., seedings,

some water developments) will probably not be al lowed in these areas.

Many

-of the ranchers surveyed (figure 6) bel ieve that range improvements wi 11
increase in wilderness areas.

It should be noted, however, that a nearly
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Figure 6.

Percent of respondents who believe the establishment of range
improvements in wilderness areas will change.

.;.,

equal percentage believe that range improvements in designated wilderness
wi 11 decrease, and a 1 most as many be 1 i eve that they wi 11 be e 1 imi nated.
This

s u g g est s

t hat

con sid era b 1 e

concerning this issue.

un c e r t a i n t y

ex i s t s

am 0 n g ran c her s

One of the reasons why this uncertainty probably

exists stems from the fact that federal
un i f i ed con c ern i n g wh at ran g e

administrators are generally not

imp r 0 v em en t s (e. g . ,

bur n i n g ,

s pr i ng

developments) will be al lowed.
ot~er

One

reason why use of wilderness areas will probably not remain

static is illustrated in figure 7.

These data clearly show that most users

expect conflicts with other uses/users to increase if an area is designated
a saw i 1de r ne s s are a.

If con f 1 i c t sin c rea s e, i t i s 1 i k.e 1y t hat 1 i v est oc k
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Figure 7.

Percent of respondents who believe conflicts between livestock
grazing and other uses will change in wilderness areas.

grazing would be reduced in an effort to benefit uses that are generally
viewed as being more compatible with wi 1derness areas than is grazing by
domestic livestock.
While the above may be important and reflect a general belief that use
of wi 1 derness areas by domes tic 1 i v es tock wi 11 dec 1 i ne, th is does not
represent the only reason for possible reductions.

The above generally

represent management decisions that can be changed,
However,

to some degree.

voluntary reductions m.ay occur if the costs of using these areas

become too costly.

- "-------

User Costs and Wilderness Areas
The data in figure 8 clearly show that most range livestock operators
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Figure 8.

Percent of respondents who believe the costs of grazing
livestock in wilderness areas will change.

bel ieve that the costs of using wi lderness areas .wi 11 increase.

These

costs are in addition to the grazing fees paid by 1 ivestock operators.

It

should be noted that the operators surveyed '<10 not bel ieve that all of
these costs will be affected equally.

for example, most believe that:

1)

More animals will be lost if an area is designated as a wilderness
area than if it is not (figure 9).

2)

The cost of feeding or salting in a wilderness area will increase
(figure 10).

3)

Herding costs ·w ill increase (figure 11).

4)

Costs of travel, including moving livestock, will increase
(fi gures 12 and 13).
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Figure 9. Percent of respondents who believe the number of livestock lost
in wilderness areas will change.
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Percent of respondents who believe the costs of feeding or
salting livestock in wilderness areas will change.
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Figure 11.

Percent of respondents who believe the costs of traveling to
and from wilderness areas where livestock are grazed will
change.
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Figure 12.

Percent of respondents who believe the costs of moving
livestock to and from wilderness areas will change.

Figure 13.

Percent of respondents who believe the costs of moving
livestock to and from wilderness areas will change.

All of the above costs are interrelated and are some function of the
means of trave 1 av ai 1ab 1e.

Many of these operators wi 11 probab 1y no longer

be able to use ORV's to monitor cattle, salt, maintain facilities, nor will
they be able to truck animals to the degree they have in the past.

As a

result, it is likely that animals will not be cared for as easily or
intensively.

This is particularly true for cattle operators, because they

do not typically provide herders as do sheepmen.

This is a1 so generally

reflected in the responses recieved, because a slightly greater percentage
of the cattlemen believed the cost trends noted above would occur than did
sheep operators.

As a result, the use of some wilderness areas may not be

used if these non-fee costs of using public lands increase too far.

The above generally reflects an uncertain belief concerning the future
of livestock grazing in wilderness areas.

These beliefs may not, however,

be a good indicator of what will happen.
Current Users/Region

i

There is essentially no published data on the historic impact on
1 ivestock use from an area in a designated wi lderness.

In an effort to

provide some information, Forest Service officials were asked to provide a
list of those livestock operators who had permits to graze wilderness areas
in Regions 1 and 4 of the Forest Service--operators were identified and
mai 1ed a questionnaire--see Appendix B.

Nine questionnaires, a response

percent rate, were returned including one operator who did not use a
wilderness area.

Every response, where the area was specified, was for the

Absoroka-Beartooth Wilderness Area in Montata which borders Yellowstone
Park.

Most of the responses were very general, but they did provide some

usefu 1 ins i ghts.

Unlike the bel iefs expressed above, most of these operators indicated
that the cost of us i ng the wi 1derness area had stayed the same.

However,

it should be noted that several of the operators in a narrative indicated
that not being able to use ORV's and chain saws had made use of the area
more difficult.

Others also indicated that they also spent more time

cleaning campsites and keeping the area "natural."

There was also some

be 1 ief that predator prob 1ems and the need for · expanded hahi tat for bears
would result in more conflicts.
In general, the responses received suggest that the conflicts and
costs of using this particular wilderness area had not increased as much as
may have been

~xpected.

These operators also tended to be very optimistic

concerning future use of the wilderness area(s) they currently use--costs
were genera 1 1y expected to increase, but 5 of the 8 a 1 so expected use of
the area by livestock to also increase.
Summary and Conclusions
The use and designation of wi lderness areas has been an area of
concern by livestock producers since passage of the Wilderness Act of 1964.
However, most wi 1derness re 1 ated prob 1ems were not 1 arge because use of
most designated wilderness areas by domestic livestock in the past has been
small or non-existent.

Current efforts to designate additional areas as

wilderness have caused livestock operators to express concern.
A survey of range 1 ivestock operators in Utah indicated that they
genera 11 y be 1 i eve that use of a des i gnated wi 1derness wi 1 1 dec 1 i nee

They

al so bel ieve that the cost of using these areas wi 11 increase as wi 11
conflicts with either uses if an area is designated as a wilderness area.

A survey of operators from Montana who currently have permits to graze
in a designated wi lderness area tended to show the same results as the
beliefs expressed by Utah operators.

However, the magnitude of increased

costs, conflicts, and anticipated decl ines in use were as great as most
1 i vestock operators wou 1d expect.

Thi s suggests that the management of

wilderness has more to do with these impacts than one might expect.

It is,

therefore, important to resol ve and make expl icit pol icies that wi 11 be
used to govern management of wi 1derness areas if 1 i vestock use in these
areas are to be secure.

